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The Appellee states repetitively that 
1egating leads supplied by the Appellant 
rief). he trial transcript, however, unequivocabl-’ 
isted no leads supplied by 
required to negate pursuant .to 
Holland, 348 U.: (1954). : lee would have 
it sought to negate explanations of cash expenditures off 


persons other than the Appellant, but did not negate the 


recognized defense eory that the non-reported income allegedly 


expended by the Appellant during the calendar years 1968 through 
1971 had actually been received by him during tha period. 
tax prosecutions were to be predicated | I he knowledge, 
or lack thereof, of ad endant's wife of his financial assets 
during their marriage, this’ offense would permeate the dockets 
of every Federal court. The "determined and exhaustive effort 
undertaken to discover any possible assets" of the Appellant 
should have consiste fF compliance with 
the Internal Revenue Manual, adherence 
which by the Appellee was completelv lacking in the instant trial. 
8. Appellee's statement that the Appellant "was offered 
the opportunity to testify personally before the Grand Jury prior 
to his indictment, but refused to do s¢ (page 20 of 
has absolutely no support in the trial transcript. e fact of the 


matter is that Appellant did indeed meet with the Prosecutor with 


regard to the instant indictments, but the initial quewtions posed 
to him were completely unrelated thereto, causin che termination 
of this interview. This also does not appear of 
respectfully brought before this Court in response 
f the Appellee. 
a The Appellee contends that it effectively neyated 
the testimony of the Appellant's mother, mother-in-law and brother. 


the case, there still exists an absence 


himself. his necessary bridge was never built, let alone crossed. 


CONCLUSION 
reply brief has devoted itself exclusively to the 
related two-fold issue of whether or not the Appellee established 
with r: aable certainty the necessary starting point and whether 
or not the Appellee proved beyond a reasonable doubt that monies 


allegedly non-reported and expended by the Appellant during the 


years 1968 through 1971 were in fact received by him during that 


period. At time of oral argument the Appellant, by his counsel, 
t t i 


shall address’ himself to the other issues formulated by the instant 


appeal. 
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